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PURPOSE AND NEED 
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
1.1 Project History 
 
The project location is approximately 25 miles west of Divide, Montana, to the 
south of Highway 43.  Currently the majority of the land owned by the Spear 
Colorado, LP (K.L. Spear) is inaccessible due to being surrounded by government 
owned lands that do not have roads running through them.  The United States 
Forest Service lands to the south, BLM lands to the west, State lands to the east 
and the Big Hole River to the north surround the property.  Ranch Equipment 
used in management of the property accesses the south side of the Big Hole River 
by fording.  The proposed bridge would eliminate fording of the river and provide 
administrative access to public lands year round. 
 
Since the draft EA was circulated some of the comment issues have been 
incorporated into this final draft.  
 
1.2 Proposed Action 
 
The proposed project is a bridge crossing the Big Hole River to allow year round 
access to approximately 411 acres of private property and to allow administrative 
access to state and federal lands.  The proposed project would include 
approximately 1200 L.F. of a 16 foot wide gravel road, a 20 foot long timber or 
concrete bridge, and 220 foot long cable stay bridge over the Big Hole River.   
 
1.3 Proposed Project Area Description 
 
The proposed project is located in Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge 
Counties off of Highway 43, approximately 25 miles west of Divide within the 
following legal description: 
 
   Township Range  Section 
        2 N   13 W       35 
A location map is shown in Figure 1-1. 
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Figure 1-1 Project Location Map 
 
1.4 Purpose of the Proposed Action  
 
The purpose of this project is to access privately owned lands south of the Big 
Hole River so as to be able to manage the land through timber thinning and 
agricultural use.  Utilities including electric and telephone would also be installed 
to allow for future construction.    
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ALTERNATIVES  
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
This section describes the alternatives that were developed for the proposed bridge 
project, explains which ones were retained based on their ability to meet the Purpose and 
Need, and describes alternatives that were eliminated from further evaluation. 
 

2.1 Development of Alternatives  
 
Five alternatives were developed and considered for this project.   
 

• The No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing conditions, leaving 
the property to the south side of the Big Hole River inaccessible except by 
fording.   

• Alternative A is shown in white in Figure 2-1 and is an 18 foot wide road 
beginning at the Dickie Bridge crossing north of Wise River, Montana off 
of Highway 43.  It would require more than ten miles of road to be built or 
improved through United States Forest Service lands.   

• Alternative B is shown in green in Figure 2-1 and would involve a 260 
foot bridge and approximately 3275 L.F. of gravel road. 

• Alternative C is shown in light blue in Figure 2-1 and includes two 
bridges, a 220 foot long bridge and a 20 foot bridge, along with 
approximately 1200 L.F. of gravel road connecting to Highway 43.   

• Alternative D is shown in red in Figure 2-1 and is an 18 foot wide road 
beginning at the Dickie Bride crossing north of Wise River, Montana off 
of Highway 43. This alternative would require more than eight miles of 
road to be built or improved through State, BLM, and privately owned 
lands.   
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Figure 2-1 Alternatives 
2.2 Alternatives Evaluation Process 
 
Alternative A proposes to access the property from the south.  The proposed 10 
mile, 18 foot wide gravel roadway would begin at the Dickie Bridge crossing and 
follow the Big Hole River north then curving to the southwest following Bryant 
Creek and then finally turning back to the north along Pony Creek.  The first 6 
miles would follow existing roadways.  The next approximately 2 miles of the 
road would require expanding and widening United States Forest Service (USFS) 
trails.  The final two miles along Pony Creek would be new road construction.  A 
review of the United States Forest Service map of the area shows that the trails 
are 4x4 quality trails at best and would necessitate a large amount of 
improvements.   
 
A grading analysis was performed and a profile of the existing ground was 
developed and is shown in Figure 2-2.  Since the road follows river and creek 
beds there is potential for disturbing wetlands.  As shown in Figure 2-8 numerous 
drainages would be crossed using this alternative.  The land through which the 
road would be constructed is heavily forested and would require removal of trees.  
The road would be constructed up and over the hillside and would be visible from 
far away, disturbing the view shed.  Year round access would also not be possible 
with this alternative.   
 
The wildlife biologist for the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) has said 
that alternative A is impractical and should be rejected from further consideration. 
The USFS has also said that they would not support a road going across Forest 
Service land to access private land, when there is closer access from adjacent 
private lands.   

 

Figure 2-2 Profile Alternative A 
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Alternative B would require a 260 foot bridge crossing the Big Hole River and 
about 3275 L.F of gravel roadway.  However, the section of the Big Hole River at 
this alternative location is in a deep pool area and may not be very stable.  This 
could result in additional construction before the design life of the bridge would 
normally warrant.  The approach onto the highway would be located on a curve 
and would have safety concerns relating to sight distances. A profile of the 
existing ground for this alternative is shown below in Figure 2-3.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2-3 Profile Alternative B 
 

Alternative C proposes a 220 foot bridge crossing the Big Hole River, a 1200 L.F. 
gravel roadway connecting to Highway 43 and an additional 20 foot bridge 
crossing a wetland flood area created by an old irrigation channel.  A 20 foot 
bridge is proposed in place of a culvert to allow the seasonal water to pass 
underneath more freely than would be possible with a culvert.  The 220 foot 
bridge would be a single span bridge with the abutments placed outside of the 
river channel.  The environmental footprint would be minimal when compared to 
the other alternatives, as shown in Table 2.1.   
 
Additionally, historic photos and research suggests that this section of the river is 
stable and would not be as subjective to the meandering and migration of the river 
as alternative B is; as can be seen from Figures 2-5 and 2-6.  This location also 
minimizes visual impacts.  The alignment of Highway 43 near this location is 
such that the bridge would only be visible for approximately 1.5 minutes from the 
window of a moving vehicle. Also, a recreationist floating on the Big Hole River 
would only be able to see the bridge for approximately 15 minutes. A profile of 
the existing ground for this alternative is shown in Figure 2-4.   
 
 

 
Figure 2-4 Profile Alternative C 
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Figure 2-5 1955 Aerial photo 

 
 

 
Figure 2-6 2006 Aerial photo 
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Alternative D proposes an 8 mile road beginning at the Dickie Bridge crossing, 
off of Highway 43, and follows existing public roads for approximately 2.5 miles. 
The road would then enter the Ralston Ranch property and BLM land before 
crossing into the Reinhardt Ranch.  Approximately 3 miles of road through State 
lands would also need to be constructed before finally reaching K.L. Spear 
property.  The 3 miles of road through the State lands would include 
approximately 1.5 miles of existing trails/logging roads.  Numerous drainages and 
wildlife crossings would be disturbed using this alternative.  The profile of the 
existing ground for alternative D is shown in Figure 2-7.  A landownership map is 
shown in Figure 2-8.  
 
The Reinhardt’s and Ralston’s have both been contacted and neither owner would 
be interested in granting an easement to K.L. Spear to build a road across their 
property to access his. Furthermore the wildlife biologist for the MFWP has said 
that alternative D is impractical and should be rejected from further consideration. 
 

 
 

Figure 2-7 Profile Alternative D 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2-8 Landownership Map (Approximate based on the best available information 
provided by cadastral.mt.gov/)  
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2.3 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Evaluation  
 
Alternative’s A and D have large environmental footprints, as shown in Table 2-1, 
which along with the comments from the MFWP, the USFS and the private 
property owners has eliminated them from further evaluation.  The footprint for 
Alternatives A and D is a 30 ft. wide area along the length of roadway.  
Alternatives A and D propose 18 ft. wide roads across steep terrain that would at a 
minimum effect 6 ft. of land to either side of the road.   
 
Alternative B’s potential for reconstruction in the near future due to migration of 
the river along with highway access and safety concerns has eliminated it from 
further evaluation as well.  Alternative C has a minimal environmental footprint, 
crosses a stable section of the river, and provides year round access to the 
property owned by the K.L. Spear on the south side of the Big Hole River.  
 
    Table 2.1 
    Alternative Comparison-Physical Impacts  

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
L.F. Roadway 54992 3275 1200 43905 
L.F. Bridges 0 260 240 0 

Estimated total 
earthwork 

 (cubic yards) 
120000 3600 1300 130000 

Impacted area: 
Footprint (Acres) 

44 1.2 .6 33.5 
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2.4 Identification of the Preferred Alternative  
 
Alternative C has been selected as the preferred alternative due to its ability to 
satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed project, while minimizing the 
impacts when compared to the other alternatives.  Two bridges are required for 
alternative C.  The small bridge is proposed to minimize wetland habitat impacts.  
The larger bridge will span the entire width of the Big Hole River with no piers 
placed in the waterway.   
 
The banks will be minimally affected by the new structure and restoration of 
Arctic Grayling habitat along this section of the river will be incorporated into the 
construction plans following the recommendations of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s “Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurance”. This agreement 
is between non-Federal property owners and the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service.  
The agreement ensures that property owners who voluntarily agree to manage 
their lands or waters to remove threats to the Arctic Grayling receive assurances 
against additional regulatory requirements should that species be subsequently 
listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).   
 
Jim Magee with the MFWP and the previous owners of the property now owned 
by K.L. Spear completed conservation projects on the LaMarche Creek Tributary 
to improve the health of the system.  K.L. Spear has been in contact with Mr. 
Magee and plans to continue with these efforts.  Alternative C is illustrated in 
more detail in Figure 2-9.  
 

 
Figure 2-9 Alternative C (Preferred Alternative)  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION  
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3.0 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION  

 
3.1 Land Use/ Right-of-Way and Easements/ Utilities 
 
Land Use 
 
The proposed project lies almost entirely on private lands, except where the 
bridge crosses the Big Hole River.  The state owns the river bed from ordinary 
low water mark to ordinary low water mark.  The vegetation in the immediate 
project area is dominated by evergreen forests, native grasses, and willows.  The 
Big Hole River runs from the southwest to the northeast through the proposed 
project area and is used primarily for recreational fishing.    
 
The land owned by K.L. Spear to the north and to the south of the Big Hole River 
is currently used for cattle ranching.  The property has an agricultural lease to a 
local rancher by the name of John Reinhardt.  Mr. Reinhardt manages weeds, 
fences and runs cattle on the property from June 1st to September 10th..  By 
providing access to the southern property this use could be expanded on.  
Neighboring ranching or irrigation practices will not be affected by the proposed 
project.   
 
The small 20 ft bridge has been proposed in place of culverts to avoid restricting 
the flow of water through the channel.  No existing irrigation features will be 
affected by the proposed project. 
 
Right-of-Way and Easements 
 
A portion of the Big Hole River, that the project crosses, is owned by the state; a 
Right of Way in the form of an easement will need to be obtained from the 
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC).  The 
bridge will span the river bed and no physical construction, improvements, or 
disturbance will be required on state property. 
 
Utilities 
 
No utilities have been observed within the proposed project area.  No utility 
relocations are anticipated, although new power and phone lines will be placed 
under the roadway during construction.  The application for a Right of Way for 
the anticipated utilities was included in the DNRC easement application.  
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Mitigation  
 

An application for an easement in state lands has been submitted to the DNRC 
unit in Dillon.  The DNRC has subsequently informed Anderson Engineering that 
the State will not move forward with the easement application until all other 
necessary permits have been secured.  These permits include: 

• 310 Permit from the Beaverhead Conservation District 
• 310 Permit from the Anaconda-Deer Lodge Conservation District 
• Nationwide 404 Permit from the Army Corps of Engineers 
• Big Hole River Conservation Development Permit from Anaconda-Deer 

Lodge County 
• Anaconda-Deer Lodge Development Permit 
• MDOT Approach Permit  
• Floodplain Permit from Beaverhead County 
• Floodplain Permit from Anaconda-Deer Lodge County 

 
The 310 permit from the Beaverhead Conservation District was issued on August 
22, 2008.  The 310 permit from the Anaconda-Deer Lodge Conservation District 
was issued on August 19, 2008.  The Nationwide 404 permit from the Army 
Corps of Engineers was issued on July 25, 2008.  The Big Hole River 
Conservation Development permit from Anaconda-Deer Lodge County has not 
yet been issued.  The DOT Approach permit was issued on October 20, 2008.  
The Floodplain permit from Beaverhead County was issued on October 24, 2008.  
The Floodplain permit from Anaconda-Deer Lodge County has not yet been 
issued.  Copies of all the approved permits can be found in Appendix A.  K.L. 
Spear and Anderson Engineering will comply with all the permits and conditions 
listed there in.   
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3.2 Social 
 
This section describes general community characteristics as well as park and 
recreational opportunities found near the proposed project area.  
 
The population in the proposed project area is a sparsely distributed ranching 
community.  Highway 43 also carries traffic to surrounding and nearby 
recreational areas.  As shown in Figure 3-1, Highway 43 is the main access road 
for small towns in the area and access for camping and hiking trails.  

 

Figure 3-1 Area Recreation Map 
 

According to Paddling Montana by Hank and Carol Fischer the most heavily 
floated section of the Big Hole lies between Divide and Glen, which is 
downstream of the project location. Fishermen and waterfowl hunters also 
occasionally float from Wisdom to Wise River through the proposed project 
location.  The MFWP and local outfitters were contacted by Anderson 
Engineering to determine if any statistical information is available pertaining to 
the number of floaters/recreationists that use the section of the river that the 
bridge would cross.  Currently no such information is available.   
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The local community has voiced concerns regarding appropriate setbacks from 
normal high flows to avoid injury to the bridge and adequate clearance so that the 
structure would not pose a barrier to floaters.  The proposed bridge has been 
designed to allow the abutments to be placed outside of the ordinary high water 
marks on both sides of the river to minimize flow restrictions on the river as much 
as reasonably possible. Also, the proposed bridge would have a 6.8 ft clearance 
between the bottom of the bridge deck and the water surface elevation during 
normal flows.  An agreement would also be filed that would insure the immediate 
removal of debris from the river in the event of a failure.    

 
K.L. Spear is interested in participating in a Block Management plan that would 
be included in the agricultural plan as a benefit to the public.  The agricultural 
plan is a work in progress and currently includes: fire management, timber 
thinning and a grazing plan.  Block Management plans are part of a cooperative 
program between private landowners and MFWP.  Block Management helps 
landowners manage hunting activities and provides the public with free hunting 
access to private land, and sometimes to adjacent or isolated public lands.  Block 
management plans can include fishing access as well as big game hunting.  There 
is no direct charge to hunt on Block Management lands.  Fees for Block 
Management are assessed automatically when you buy a hunting license 
(MFWP).  The easement would guarantee public access under an approved Block 
Management plan.   
 
The appearance of the bridge also seems to be a key concern for many individuals 
in the community.  Anderson Engineering has taken this issue into account from 
the beginning and has made every effort to design a bridge that is as unobtrusive 
as possible.  The width of the bridge deck has been reduced to 12 ft verses the 
standard 24 ft and is 21 inches in depth.  The bridge will be constructed of self-
weathering steel that turns brown.  There will be no middle pier in the river and 
willows will be transplanted around the outside of the bridge abutments. 
 
The road leading up to the bridge would be built at grade and be reinforced with 
riprap to allow floodwaters to flow directly over the roadway without causing the 
road material to be washed away.  A cross section of the roadway is shown in 
Figure 3-2.   The incorporation of the small 20 foot bridge along the roadway is 
proposed to avoid restricting the natural flow of water through the irrigation 
channel that eventually flows into the Big Hole River.  No new diversion of 
irrigation waters are proposed by this project.   

 
 

 Figure 3-2 Road Cross Section  
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Additional benefits to the public would include an easement for the state to access 
landlocked state lands from K.L. Spears property for timber thinning and fire 
management.  The property value would also be expected to increase, as would 
the taxes assessed on the property.  The property taxes on the land are currently 
around $200 per year.   
 
 
Mitigation  
 

• Bridge abutments outside of the ordinary high water mark 
• 6.8 foot clearance between the bottom of the bridge deck and the water 

surface during normal flows 
• An agreement that insures immediate removal of debris in the event of a 

bridge failure  
• Block Management program 
• 12 foot bridge deck width 
• 21 inch bridge deck depth 
• Self-weathering steel  
• No middle abutment  
• Transplanted willows around the bridge abutments  
• At grade road reinforced with riprap 
• Small 20 foot bridge verses culverts  
• Easement for the state to access landlocked state lands from K.L. Spears 

property  
• Increased taxes 
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Travel/Access  
 
This project would involve an existing approach off of Highway 43.  Overall, the 
Proposed Action would have minimal effects on highway operation and safety, as 
we are using an existing Montana Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
approved approach so there would be no site distance or location issues.  
 
The Big Hole River is a navigable waterway and is explored every year by 
floaters and other recreationists.  Travel on the river can start at Jackson Montana 
where the Big Hole River begins; as the outlet of Skinner Lake in the Beaverhead 
Mountains.  The bridge clearance between the bottom of the bridge deck and the 
top of the water surface elevation has been designed for the 100-year storm event; 
however the recreationists who float the Big Hole River would normally be doing 
so at average flows.  The average flow was calculated as the 10-year flow.  The 
clearance issues associated with floating under the highway department bridge 
downstream near Melrose Montana will not be experienced at the LaMarche 
Creek Ranch Bridge.   
 
Mitigation  
 

• Additional reflectors will be installed at the approach to Highway 43.    
• A new approach permit was applied for and was issued on October 20, 

2008 
• 5 foot clearance during the 100-year storm event 
• 6.8 foot clearance during normal flows   
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3.3 Floodplains  
 
A floodplain analysis has been prepared in the proposed project area around the 
Big Hole River by Anderson Engineering; this analysis is being reviewed by the 
floodplain administrators for both Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge 
Counties and further analysis maybe necessary, exact numbers listed in this report 
are subject to change.   
 
Cross sections were surveyed and then HEC-RAS modeling was used to 
determine the floodway and the floodplain.  Water-Resources Investigations 
Report 03-4308 titled Methods for Estimating Flood Frequency in Montana 
Based on Data through Water Year 1998 written by Charles Parrett and D.R. 
Johnson was utilized for calculating the 100-year flows on the Big Hole River.  
The report provided many different regression equations that could be used to 
calculate flood flows.  The regression equation for estimating flood frequency on 
gaged streams was chosen since there are gage stations on the Big Hole River at 
Wisdom (upstream) and at Melrose (downstream).  The water report provided all 
the data for the gaged stations necessary to use the regression equation.  The 
drainage area for the project location was determined using USGS quads.   
 
The equation is as follows: 
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Where 
 
log is the base 10 logarithm, 
QT,U is the T-year flood at the ungaged site, in cubic feet per second,  
QT,G1 is the T-year flood at the upstream gaged site, in cubic feet per second,  
QT,G2 is the T-year flood at the downstream gaged site, in cubic feet per second, 
DAG2 is the drainage area at the downstream gaged site, in square miles, 
DAG1 is the drainage area at the upstream gaged site, square miles, and  
DAU is the drainage area, at the ungaged site, in square miles.  
 
The 100-year flow at Wisdom is 9020 cfs and the 100-year flow at Melrose is 
17200 cfs, according to the afore mentioned water report.  As a result the        
100-year flow calculated at the project location (ungaged site) is 12300 cfs.  
These numbers were compared to the numbers in the Big Hole River Flood Plain 
Management Study, prepared by the United States Department of Agriculture.  
According to the Big Hole River Study the 100-year flow at the end of the study 
area just upstream from Wise River, Montana is 12900 cfs.  The LaMarche Creek 
Ranch Project site is upstream from the end of the Big Hole River Study and 
would be expected to have slightly lower flows.   
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The change in water surface elevation due to the bridge on the main channel of 
the river is 0.07 ft.  Figures 3-3 and 3-4 show HEC-RAS cross sections of the 
main channel of the river before and after the construction, respectively, of the 
proposed single span bridge over the Big Hole River.  The change in water 
surface elevation due to the bridge on the side channel is 0.43 ft.  Figures 3-5 and 
3-6 show HEC-RAS cross sections of the side channel before and after the 
construction, respectively, of the proposed 20 foot timber or concrete bridge.  
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Figure 3-3 Big Hole River Cross Section Pre-Construction 
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Figure 3-4 Big Hole River Cross Section Post-Construction 
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Figure 3-5 Side Channel Cross Section Pre-Construction 
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Figure 3-6 Side Channel Cross Section Post-Construction 

 
The issue of ice jamming has been brought up by members of the local 
community and has also been modeled in HEC-RAS.  Figures 3-7 and 3-8 
illustrate the ice jamming event before and after the construction of the bridge, 
respectively.  Real time data from the USGS website was used to model the flows 
for the ice jamming event.  The gage site downstream at Melrose, Montana has 
been monitored since the winter of 1923 and the website provides a table with the 
monthly flow rates from then until now.  Assuming the “winter” months are 
October thru April the highest recorded flow value is 3515 cfs in April of 1943.  
This value was used to model the ice jamming event even though Melrose is 
downstream of the proposed bridge location and has noticeably higher flows, to 
provide a conservative analysis.    
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As shown in Figures 3-7 and 3-8 the ice jam occurs naturally with or without the 
bridge due to a change in grade of the river bed.  The ice and water will still be 
able to move across the floodplain as the road will be built at-grade and reinforced 
with riprap to allow water and ice to move over it during flooding and/or ice jam 
events without washing away the road material.  
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Figure 3-7 Big Hole River Ice Jam Profile Pre-Construction   
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Figure 3-8 Big Hole River Ice Jam Profile Post-Construction  

 
Mitigation  
 

• Clear spanning the river from high water mark to high water mark 
• Placing the bridge abutments outside of the ordinary high water marks  
• Constructing a small 20 foot bridge verses a series of culverts over the 

side channel 
• Road built at-grade with riprap reinforcement  
• Floodplain permits from both counties affected by the bridge  
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3.4 Wetlands 
 
Impacts to wetlands are regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 
and the EPA.  Under both the COE and the EPA regulations (33 CFR 328.3), the 
term “wetlands” means those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for 
life in saturated soil conditions.  The proposed project area was delineated by 
Anderson Engineering and it was determined that 0.074 acres of wetlands would 
be affected.  All wetland delineations were conducted following the Routine COE 
Method outlined in the 1987 manual.  The Army Corps of Engineers does not 
require any mitigation when the affected wetlands amount to less than 1/10 of an 
acre.  
 
Mitigation  
 

• None required per the Nationwide 404 permit from the Army Corps of 
Engineers that was issued on July 25, 2008 
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3.5 Water Quality  
 
The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) is required by 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act to identify and prioritize those waters for 
which total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) are needed.  These loads are an 
assessment of the amount of pollutant a water body can receive and not violate 
water quality standards.  The TMDL determines how much “pollutant load” a 
lake or stream can assimilate.  The Big Hole River is monitored by the state.  The 
proposed bridge is located on the middle Big Hole.   
 
According to the EPA the most current report available for this water body is 
2006 and it states that: TMDL’s are needed for copper and lead levels as well as 
for the water temperature on in the Big Hole River.  However the Montana state 
has yet to provide the TMDL reports to the EPA.     
 
In general, there would be an increase in the total surface area of gravel area from 
the new road and construction of the bridge under the Preferred Alternative.  The 
construction of road surface area decreases the overall permeability of substrate 
and increases the rate and quantity of surface water runoff.  Although minor, the 
increased surface water runoff and removal of vegetation has increased potential 
for erosion, transport of dissolved and particulate contaminants, and for 
sedimentation.   
 
Mitigation 
 
The following erosion and sediment control features will be used as necessary on 
site during construction and shall remain in place until final stabilization is 
complete.  Details from the MDOT “Erosion and Sediment Control Best 
Management Practices” for some of the following controls are provided in 
Appendix B.  

• Silt Fences  
• Preservation of Existing Vegetation  
• Temporary Seeding  
• Erosion Seeding  
• Periodic water sampling upstream and downstream of the project location  
• The new bridge over the Big Hole River would be designed in 

coordination with appropriate resources and permitting agencies and a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared and 
followed. 

 
The Preferred Alternative would require field monitoring/oversight to minimize 
temporary impacts to the water quality due to construction.  If material exceeding 
allowable limits did enter the Big Hole River during construction, it would be 
removed in coordination with state and federal water quality regulations.   
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3.6 Water Bodies, Wildlife Resources, and Habitat 
 
Wildlife Resources 
 
The proposed project area contains relatively high quality habitat for mammals, 
ungulates, birds, reptiles, and amphibians.  During construction activity, more 
mobile species such as adult birds, elk, moose, large carnivores, and other mid-
size to large mammals generally move to adjacent habitats to avoid direct 
mortality from construction activities.  Temporary loss of nesting, foraging, and 
cover habitat may occur from temporary vegetation clearing for construction 
staging activities.  Grass and forbs would begin to recover immediately and re-
establish over subsequent growing seasons.   
 
Temporary project impacts may be offset by the availability of additional 
habitat(s) present in the surrounding United States Forest Service lands, Bureau of 
Land Management lands, and State lands that contain the Beaverhead and Deer 
Lodge National Forests.  These lands include riparian, wetland, and upland 
habitats.   

 
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources 
 
The Big Hole River is classified as “trout water” for its entire length by MFWP.  
According to the Montana Fisheries Information System (MFISH), on a scale of 
1-6 with 1 being the best rating, the Big Hole River habitat was rated as 2 in the 
proposed bridge area.   
 
From the Fishtrap Access Site, just upstream of the proposed bridge site, the Big 
Hole River enters the canyon stretch.  No significant rapids are encountered and 
there are lots of riffle sections and a few stretches that have moderate sized 
waves.  The Big Hole River is free flowing for its entire course and has been 
designated as a “Blue Ribbon” fishery.  Table 3.1 lists fish species documented by 
MFISH in the proposed project area. 
 
    Table 3.1 
    Fish Species Documented in the Big Hole River near the Proposed Project Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Abundance in project area Native? 
Thymallus arcticus montanus Arctic Grayling Common Yes 

Salvelinus fontinalis Brook Trout Rare No 
Salmo trutta Brown Trout Common No 

Oncorhynchus mykiss Rainbow Trout Abundant No 
Catostomus catostomus Longnose Sucker Common        Yes 

Lota lota Burbot Common Yes 
Prosopium williamsoni Mountain Whitefish Abundant Yes 
Rhinichthys cataractae Longnose Dace Common Yes 

Cottus bairdii Mottled Sculpin Common Yes 
Catostomus platyrhynchus Mountain Sucker Rare Yes 
Catostomus commersonii White Sucker Common Yes 

 
No changes to instream habitat are anticipated with the Preferred Alternative 
given that the bridge will span the entire width of the river.   
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Mitigation  
 
The proposed activities will comply with the MFWP, the MDEQ, and all other 
state or federal regulations for the prevention or abatement of erosion, water 
pollution, and siltation. 
   
The following measures will be taken to prevent pollution and sedimentation of 
adjacent property, streams, rivers, wetlands or other surface waters:   

• No chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage, and other wastes 
will be allowed to enter state waters.  

• No mechanical equipment will be operated in any stream or river.   
• No material will be dumped or spilled from the equipment into the 

streams, rivers, or wetlands.   
• No wash water from cleaning any concrete related equipment will be 

allowed to enter the streams, rivers, riparian areas, or wetlands.   
• Sediment controls for drainage from topsoil stockpiles, staging areas and 

access roads will be provided.  
• Streambanks will be reclaimed as close as possible to their pre-disturbed 

conditions.   
• No water flow or fish passage will be restricted during construction.   

 
In general State Standards and the Minimum Development Standards for private 
bridges (17.47.100) from Butte-Silver Bow Supplement No. 4,8-05 will be 
followed for bridge construction activities. Butte-Silver Bow County Ordinances 
will be used as neither Beaverhead nor Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties have any 
ordinances in place in regard to private bridge construction.  
 
These actions will assist in preventing or reducing many of the direct and indirect 
impacts described.
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Species of Concern  
 
 Plant Species  
 
(Lemhi Beardtounge)     

                                       
 
 
Information found on the Montana Natural Heritage Program (MNHP) website 
indicated Lemhi Beardtounge (Penstemon lemhiensis) is a vegetative species of 
concern, which has been listed within the proposed project vicinity.   
 
Lemhi Beardtoung’s habitat as observed and described by the MNHP website 
consists of moderate to steep, east- to southwest-facing slopes, often on open 
soils.  The Lemhi Beardtoung is a regional endemic that occurs only in southwest 
Montana and adjacent Idaho.   The species is primarily sensitive to negative 
impacts associated with drought conditions and fire suppression.  Additional 
impacts to populations are occurring from noxious weed invasion, primarily 
spotted knapweed in the Bitterroot region.   
 
Direct impacts to Lemhi Beardtoung include the removal of plants during 
construction.  Potential indirect impacts may result from the hydrologic 
alterations and the spread or introduction of noxious weeds.  Many populations do 
however, grow partially or entirely on road banks.   
 
Noxious weeds and invasive non-native species, particularly spotted knapweed, 
may be present in the vicinity of Lemhi Beardtoung.  If these weedy species were 
left unmanaged (i.e., allowed to spread or increase their densities following 
construction) they may indirectly impact Lemhi Beardtoung through crowding, 
shading, or increased competition, making the habitat unsuitable.  Impacts to 
Lemhi Beardtoung from direct removal, altered hydrology, and weeds due to the 
construction will not impact the viability of the species regionally, but may reduce 
the viability of the species locally.  
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Animal Species  
 
Table 3.2 lists all sensitive species potentially found in the proposed project area.  
 
 Table 3.2 
  Sensitive Species with Potential to Occur near the Proposed Project Area 

Scientific 
Name 

Common Name Status Habitat 

Myotis 
Thysanodes 

Fringed Myotis 
Sensitive 
(BLM) 

Wide range of habitats including desert 
shrublands , sagebrush-grassland and woodland 
(Ponderosa pine forest , Oak and Douglas-fir) 

Accipiter 
Gentilis 

Northern 
Goshawk 

Sensitive 
(BLM 
and 

USFS) 

Mature large-tract conifer forests with a high 
canopy cover, relatively steep slope and little to 

sparse undergrowth 

Strix Nebulosa Great Gray Owl 
Sensitive 
(BLM) 

Dense coniferous and hardwood forest, pine, 
spruce, paper birch, poplar, and second-growth, 

especially near water 
Euphydryas 

Gillettii 
Gillett’s 

Checkerspot 
Sensitive  

Open, moist conifer forests; moist meadows; 
stream sides  

Gulo Gulo Wolverine 

Sensitive 
(BLM 
and 

USFS) 

Mountain forests (primarily coniferous) in the 
western mountains, especially large wilderness 

areas 

Martes 
Pennanti  

Fisher  

Sensitive 
(BLM 
and 
USFS) 

Dense coniferous or mixed forests with dense 
overhead cover, large interconnected tracts  

 
Fringed Myotis 

 
 
The Fringed Myotis is listed by the BLM as a sensitive species.  The Fringed 
Myotis is found primarily in desert shrub lands, sagebrush-grasslands, and 
woodland habitats.  They have only been observed in Montana during June to 
September, which is a good indicator that they migrate out of state for the cold 
winter months.  The Fringed Myotis is a highly mobile species and during 
construction activity they will generally move to adjacent habitats to avoid direct 
mortality from construction activities.   
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Northern Goshawk 

 
 
The Northern Goshawk is listed as a sensitive species in all National Forests and 
on all the BLM lands in Montana.  It is also a Forest Plan Management Indicator 
Species in the Beaverhead and Deer Lodge National Forest.  The Northern 
Goshawk nests generally in mature large-tract conifer forests with a high canopy 
cover relatively steep slopes and little to sparse undergrowth.  They would be 
expected to be inhabitants on the south side of the Big Hole River (Beaverhead 
County).  This property backs up to United States Forest Service Lands.  The 
Northern Goshawk will generally move to adjacent habitats to avoid direct 
mortality from construction activities. 
 
Great Gray Owl 

 
 
The Great Gray Owl is listed as a sensitive species by the BLM.  The Great Gray 
Owl is the largest owl species in North America and lives in dense coniferous and 
hardwood forests usually near water.  They would be expected to be inhabitants 
on the south side of the Big Hole River (Beaverhead County).  The Great Gray 
Owl is a highly mobile species and during construction activity will generally 
move to adjacent habitats to avoid mortality from construction activities.  
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Gillette’s Checkerspot  

 
 
The Gillette’s Checkerspot is not currently managed by the BLM or the USFS.  
They are however ranked as a category G3 by the Nature Conservancy, which is 
defined as very rare or local throughout its range or found locally in a restricted 
range.  Their habitat consists of open, moist conifer forests, moist meadows, and 
stream sides.  The Gillette’s Checkerspot will generally move to adjacent habitats 
to avoid direct mortality from construction activities. 
 
Wolverine  

 
 
The Wolverine is listed as a sensitive species by both the USFS and the BLM.  
They have a tendency to occupy higher elevations is summer lower elevations in 
winter within a large home range.  Their Montana habitat consists generally of 
coniferous mountain forests and possibly riparian areas in the winter. The MFWP 
regulates trapping to one wolverine per person each season along with other 
requirements.  The Wolverine will generally move to adjacent habitats to avoid 
direct mortality from construction activities.    
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Fisher 

 
 
The Fisher is listed as a sensitive species by the USFS and the BLM.  Fisher are 
smaller than wolverines and have a longer tail and a lower, longer overall 
appearance.  Their habitat consists of dense coniferous or mixed forests with 
dense overhead cover.  They have a large home range similar to their close 
relative the Wolverine.  Fishers were extinct in Montana by the 1930’s however 
reintroduction efforts over the last fifty years have resulted in the reestablishment 
of small populations.  The MFWP restricts trapping of Fishers to 7 animals per 
year. The Fisher will generally move to adjacent habitats to avoid direct mortality 
from construction activities.      
 
No direct, indirect or cumulative effects on any of the animal species of concern 
listed above are expected as a result of this proposed project. 
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Aquatic Species 
 
Arctic Grayling 

 
 
The Arctic Grayling, a species of concern, have been documented in the proposed 
project vicinity by the MFWP and the MNHP.  The Arctic Grayling are listed as 
present and “common” by MFISH.  The fluvial Arctic Grayling occurred 
throughout the upper Missouri Headwaters upstream of Great Falls at the time of 
Lewis and Clark’s voyage through Southwest Montana.  The last remnants of this 
river-dwelling population exist only in a portion of the upper Big Hole River, with 
a range that represents approximately 5% of their historic range.   

 
The upper Missouri River basin population once warranted a high priority for 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listing by the United States Fish & Wildlife 
Service (FWS). In preparation for an ESA listing, the FWS began implementing a 
"Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances" (CCAA). This agreement 
would protect cooperating landowners from being prosecuted under the ESA 
"takings" clause so long as they fulfill specific obligations, spelled out in a 
contractual arrangement and intended to restore the dwindling population.  Today 
approximately 30 landowners in the Big Hole River Basin have signed the 
CCAA, which comprises 130,000 acres of land, about one-third of the private 
land in the Upper Big Hole.  Landowners are proceeding on a variety of projects 
to improve the Arctic Grayling’s habitat; such as willow planting to stabilize 
stream banks, fencing to keep cattle away from the banks, installing stock water 
wells that use less water and provide an alternate water source for cattle, and 
improving irrigation efficiency.  The MFWP has also implemented catch and 
release regulation for the remaining population.     
 
On 24 April 2007, the FWS removed Big Hole River Grayling from ESA 
candidacy based on arguments that (1) the rarer fluvial populations should not 
have been "lumped together" with the more common lake-dwelling populations 
and (2) the Montana Grayling populations are insignificant and their loss would 
be inconsequential given the presence of thriving populations in Alaska.  As a 
result of the FWS removing the Arctic Grayling from the candidacy list; Dr. Pat 
Munday with the Center for Biological Diversity, Federation of Fly Fishers and 
Western Watersheds Project and George Wuerthner a former Montana fishing 
guide filed suit on November 15, 2007 to try and reverse the decision. 
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Direct impacts of the Preferred Alternative include potential short-term increases 
in fine sediment carried by the Big Hole River during construction of the bridge.  
No instream activities are included in the Preferred Alternative.  No long-term 
impacts to fish passage are anticipated.   
 
Mitigation  
 
The LaMarche Creek Tributary flows through K.L. Spear’s property before 
entering the Big Hole River.  According to MFWP over the past 5 years the 
LaMarche Creek Tributary has had the highest abundance of Arctic Grayling for 
all the Big Hole River tributaries.  The reason being that LaMarche Creek is much 
cooler, has an intact riparian community, good channel health and suitable in 
stream flows.   
 
The previous landowners, in conjunction with MFWP, built wildlife friendly 
fencing to protect riparian vegetation and stream banks from livestock, developed 
a grazing plan and constructed 11 pools along the LaMarche Creek Tributary to 
enhance holding habitat for the Arctic Grayling.  K.L. Spear has made generous 
donations to the Arctic Grayling Recovery Program and has been in contact with 
Jim Magee from the MFWP.  K.L. Spear plans to continue the efforts initiated by 
the previous owners along the LaMarche Creek Tributary and along the Big Hole 
River in accordance with the CCAA.  These efforts would include:  

• Willow or native species planting on the Big Hole River. 
• Fish screen and appropriate irrigation infrastructure to control flows on the 

lower ditch. 
• Possible enhancement of the wetlands located on the north end of the 

property. 
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Noxious Weeds  
 
From the Invaders database system created by the University of Montana in 
Missoula twelve category one weeds have the potential to occur near the proposed 
project area (Table3.3).  
 
    Table 3.3 
     Noxious Weeds with Potential to Occur Near the Proposed Project Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Area Considered Noxious  
Cirsium Arvense  Canada Thistle State of Montana 

Linaria Dalmatica  Dalmatian Toadflax State of Montana  
Centaurea Biebersteinii Diffuse Knapweed State of Montana 
Convolvulus Arvensis  Field Bindweed State of Montana 

Cynoglossum Officinale Houndstongue State of Montana 
Euphorbia Esula Leafy Spurge State of Montana 

Leucanthemum Vulgare Oxeye Daisy  State of Montana 
Acroptilon Repens  Russian Knapweed State of Montana 

Centaurea Maculosa Spotted Knapweed State of Montana 
Linaria Vulgaris Yellow Toadflax State of Montana 
Potentilla Recta  Sulfur Cinquefoil  Beaverhead County 

Tanacetum Vulgare Common Tansy Beaverhead County  
 
The potential impact of noxious weeds is dependent on construction activities, the 
surrounding vegetation community type, and weed management.  Construction 
activities have the potential to increase noxious weed infestation area and 
densities throughout the proposed project area.  Soils brought in for construction 
may provide better habitat for weeds than native soil.  Noxious weeds are 
opportunistic.  Soil disturbance increases the risk for new invasive species and for 
spreading resident noxious weeds throughout the proposed project area.  
Construction of the roadway and bridges may affect noxious weed spread in the 
proposed project areas with effects varying by weed species.  
 
Mitigation  
 

• Efforts will be made to minimize ground disturbance through the design of 
steeper side slopes and construction staging areas.   

• All construction equipment will be inspected prior to bringing them on site 
to insure that they are free of any dirt or weeds from previous job sites.   

• Noxious weed plans will be filed with both Beaverhead and Deer Lodge 
Counties. 

• Construction activities will comply with the Montana Noxious Weed Law, 
follow the requirements of the Noxious Weed Management Act, Title 7, 
Chapter 22, Part 21 MCA and comply with all county and contract 
noxious weed control requirements.  

 
 
 
 



  - 32 -  

3.7 Threatened/Endangered (T/E) Species 
 
The threatened and endangered species potentially affected by this project were 
identified through the MFWP website by county.  The Deer Lodge and 
Beaverhead National Forests in the proposed project vicinity provide a suitable 
habitat for the Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis), the Canadian Lynx (Lynx 
canadensis), the Gray Wolf (Canis lupus), Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), 
and Ute Ladies Tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis).  The list on the MFWP website 
however, has not been updated since April 2007.  Further research concluded that 
the grizzly bear was removed from the threatened species list in April 2007, and 
the bald eagle was removed from the endangered species list in August 2007.  
 
Canadian Lynx 

 
The Canadian Lynx is a North American mammal that is a close relative of the 
Eurasion Lynx, but closely resembles the Bobcat.  Their habitat consists mostly of 
subalpine forests typically staying within a home range of 100 miles.  The 
Canadian Lynx population directly follows the snowshoe hair population as this is 
their primary source of food.  The state of Montana does not currently allow any 
trapping of the Canadian Lynx; however poaching does occur.  The Canadian 
Lynx population has declined due to habitat loss and because people trap them for 
their fur.  The Canadian Lynx were listed as a threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act as of March of 2000.   
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Gray Wolf  

 
The Grey Wolf is mammal of the order Carnivora and shares a common ancestry 
with the domestic dog.  The Gray Wolf lives in packs of 8 to 35 members with a 
dominant pack leader referred to as the alpha.  They mate for life and usually only 
the alpha pair breeds.  The Gray Wolf has a very large range and has lived in all 
habitats in the Northern Hemisphere except for tropical forests.   
 
The Grey Wolf was one of the first species listed under the Endangered Species 
act in 1973.  Reintroduction of the Gray Wolf to Idaho and Montana began in 
1995 after years of controversy and litigation.  Before reintroduction was 
approved by the courts a compromise was reached between ranchers and the 
proponents of wolf reintroduction regarding the threat to stock from wolf killings.  
The Defenders of Wildlife set up a “wolf compensation fund” that would use 
donated moneys to pay ranchers market value for any stock that is lost to wolf 
depredation.   
 
These reintroduced populations have thrived and led to the decision to delist the 
Northern Rocky Mountain distinct population on March 28, 2008.  The FWS has 
said that this distinct population of wolfs has exceeded its recovery goals and no 
longer needs the protection of the ESA.  However on July 18, 2008 the U.S. 
Federal District Court in Missoula, Montana issued a preliminary injunction that 
immediately reinstated the ESA protections for the Northern Rocky Mountain 
distinct population.  This injunction will remain in place until the case is finalized.  
 
 
Determination of Effect 
 
The Canadian Lynx and the Gray Wolf are expected to move to adjacent habitats 
to avoid direct mortality from construction activities.  No direct, indirect or 
cumulative effects on either the Canadian Lynx or the Grey Wolf are expected as 
a result of this proposed project. 



  - 34 -  

 
Ute Ladies Tresses 

 
In January 1992, the Ute Ladies Tresses orchid was designated as threatened in its 
entire range by the FWS.  The Ute Ladies Tresses orchid is a native perennial, 
terrestrial orchid characterized by whitish, stout, ringent flowers.  The orchid 
occurs along riparian edges, gravel bars, old oxbows, high flow channels, and 
moist to wet meadows along perennial streams.  It typically occurs in stable 
wetlands and seepy areas associated with old landscape features within historical 
floodplains of major rivers.  The Ute Ladies Tresses have been observed in 
southwestern Montana and the base of the eastern slope of the Rocky Mountains.  
Declines in Ute Ladies Tresses abundance and distribution has been caused by 
dams and diversions that interrupt stream flooding cycles, urbanization resulting 
in habitat loss, season-long grazing, recreational use of riparian habitats, and weed 
infestations.  This species also has a very low reproductive rate which makes it 
even more vulnerable.   
 
Determination of Effect 
 
Direct impacts to Ute Ladies Tresses include the removal of plants during 
construction.  Potential indirect impacts may result from the hydrologic 
alterations and the spread or introduction of noxious weeds. Noxious weeds and 
invasive non-native species, particularly spotted knapweed, may be present in the 
vicinity of the Ute Ladies Tresses.  If these weedy species were left unmanaged 
(i.e., allowed to spread or increase their densities following construction) they 
may indirectly impact the Ute Ladies Tresses through crowding, shading, or 
increased competition, making the habitat unsuitable.  Impacts to Ute Ladies 
Tresses from direct removal, altered hydrology, and weeds due to the construction 
will not impact the viability of the species regionally, but may reduce the viability 
of the species locally.  However, the COE has mapped the occurrences of the Ute 
Ladies Tresses in Montana and has informed Anderson Engineering that it is 
highly unlikely that the Ute Ladies Tresses inhabit the project area. 
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3.8 Cultural/Archaeological/Historic Resources 
 
A record search of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) website found 
no cultural sites recorded in the immediate project vicinity.  A letter was sent to 
SHPO on April 15, 2008 requesting confirmation of the aforementioned 
information.  SHPO responded on April 16, 2008 and recommended that a 
cultural resource inventory be conducted since there are two previously recorded 
sites within the designated search local.  Stephen Moore with Vigilante Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. in Dillon, Montana was hired and has performed a cultural 
resource inventory (SHPO Project #2008041604), the results are as follows:  
 
“During the course of the inventory, no cultural resources were observed within 
the road right-of-way or the bridge sites (the State of Montana properties).  A 
small group of rock piles were seen west of the bench road; however, the 
occurrence of rusty cans and non-ionized glass leads the investigator to believe 
these are fairly recent cow camps.  Two chert flakes were observed in the NW ¼  
NE ¼ section 35 while loading the boat used to access the south side of the river.  
They are well out of the project area. 
 
Due to the negative amount of cultural material observed during the inventory and 
the minor surface disturbing activities proposed it is unlikely that any significant 
cultural resources will be encountered during construction of this project.  The 
intensity of the survey leaves a low probability that any cultural resources within 
the project area were overlooked.”  
 
Mitigation  
 
In the event that significant cultural resources are discovered during construction 
all construction activities will be stopped and SHPO will be notified.  
Construction activities and operations will not continue until further 
inspections/research is completed and reviewed by SHPO.  
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3.9 Visual 
 

The Big Hole River is approximately 156 miles long and runs from Jackson, 
Montana to Twin Bridges, Montana where it joins the Beaverhead River to form 
the Jefferson River.  According to local fly fishing blogs the most popular fishing 
is during the “Salmon fly” hatch in late May to June.  Currently there are 
approximately 12 bridges on the Big Hole River.  The Preferred Alternative 
would require a 220 foot bridge to be built over the Big Hole River.  The bridge 
will clear span the river and have enough clearance to withstand a 100-year flood 
event.  A very similar bridge to the proposed bridge built by Anderson 
Engineering and Sahale Bridge is shown in Figure 3-9.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3-9: Meriwether Bridge (Sahale Bridge and Anderson Engineering) 

 
Two types of bridges were considered for this project; a through truss bridge and 
a cable stayed bridge.  The through truss bridge is one of the oldest types of 
modern bridges and has a very simple design.  However the substantial span 
length would require the through truss bridge to be built with 13 foot high trusses.  
Through truss bridges are also typically best used for straight alignments, which is 
not the case in this particular location.  The elevation of the southern bank of the 
river is considerable higher than the northern bank.  These elevation differences 
would require the bridge deck to be placed at the bottom of the 13 foot high 
“walls” of the truss bridge.  The thick appearance of a through truss bridge can 
also serve as a distraction to passing drivers.   
 
Cable stayed bridges on the other hand have a more contemporary design that is 
fairly complex.  The cable stayed design offers more flexibility than the ridged 
through truss allows.  The cables used for these types of bridges are very 
economical as they allow a slender and lighter structure, but yet are still able to 
span great distances.  The modern yet simple appearance of the cable stayed 
bridge has made them very popular as attractive and distinct landmarks in recent 
times.  Ultimately the cable stayed bridge was chosen for this project, a computer 
rendering of both styles of bridges is shown in Figures 3-10 and 3-11.   
 
No long-term visual impacts from the bridge are anticipated.  A passerby driving 
along Highway 43 would be able to see the bridge for approximately 1.5 minutes 
from the window of a moving vehicle.  A recreationist floating down the Big Hole 
River would be able to see the bridge for approximately 15 minutes.  
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Figure 3-9: Cable Stayed Bridge 

 

 
Figure 3-10: Through Truss Bridge 

Mitigation 
 

• Bridge built following the Butte-Silver Bow Bridge Ordinances, when 
applicable. 

• Constructed of self-weathering steel that turns brown. 
• Clear spanning the river, no middle abutment.  
• 21 inch deep and 12 foot wide deck with two 40 foot towers.  
• 6.8 foot clearance during average flows, 5 foot during 100-year flows. 
• Willows will be transplanted around the bridge abutments and towers. 
• Any development near the bridge will meet the Big Hole River 

Ordinances and go through the Beaverhead and/or Anaconda-Deer Lodge 
County Planning Departments. 
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3.10 Construction Impacts 
 
During construction, surface water runoff could be contaminated by spills of 
petroleum products, lubricants, and hydraulic fluid from construction equipment. 
There is potential for short-term water quality impacts due to increased erosion 
and sedimentation during construction activities. 
 
Mitigation 
 

• The use of the BMP’s listed in section 3.5 Water Quality and in the 
SWPPP  

• The project’s contractor would be subject to all state and local laws to 
minimize construction noise by having mufflers on all equipment.   

• Dust control would also be implemented by using either water, or another 
approved dust-suppressant.   

• There would be a spill prevention and emergency containment plan made 
to provide for mitigation of any impacts related to spills.   

• All construction debris, refuse, etc. will be removed from the site and 
disposed of in an appropriate location/facility.   

• In general State Standards for limiting construction impacts will be 
followed for bridge and road construction activities. 

 
3.11 Cumulative Impacts  
 
Many of the landowners along the Big Hole River have access to the other side by 
county/state bridges or by existing roads.  Anderson Engineering completed a 
preliminary study of landownership along the Big Hole River to determine how 
many other potential private bridge could be proposed.  The results showed that 
only two other property owners, the Kampenschroer’s downstream and the Bacon 
Ray Ranch upstream, have similar situations.  However, a precedent is not being 
set as no two circumstances are exactly the same.  
 
Pete Kampenschroer recently submitted a proposal to the Butte-Silver Bow 
planning department for a bridge.  However as of October 8, 2008, according to 
the Montana Standard newspaper, the planning department has denied the 
proposal.   
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3.12 Regulatory Requirements  
 
The following permits, authorizations, and/or notifications under the Clean Water 
(33 U.S.C. 1251-1376, as amended) are required: 
 

• 310 Permits from Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Conservation 
Districts  

• Floodplain Permits from Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties  
• Nationwide 404 Permit 
• Navigable Rivers Land use License/Easement from the DNRC 
• MDOT Approach Permit 
• Anaconda-Deer Lodge Development Permit  

 
Copies of the approved permits can be found in Appendix B.  
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 3.13 Mitigation Summary  
 
Land Use/ Right-of-Way and Easements/Utilities  
 

An application for an easement in state lands has been submitted to the DNRC 
unit in Dillon.  The DNRC has subsequently informed Anderson Engineering 
that the State will not move forward with the easement until all the necessary 
permits have been secured.  These permits include: 
• 310 Permit from the Beaverhead Conservation District 
• 310 Permit from the Anaconda-Deer Lodge Conservation District 
• Nationwide 404 Permit from the Army Corps of Engineers 
• Big Hole River Conservation Development Permit from Anaconda-Deer 

Lodge County 
• MDOT Approach Permit  
• Floodplain Permit from Beaverhead County 
• Floodplain Permit from Anaconda-Deer Lodge County 
 

 
Social  

 
• Bridge abutments outside of the ordinary high water mark 
• 6.8 foot clearance between the bottom of the bridge deck and the water 

surface during normal flows 
• Agreement that insures immediate removal of debris in the event of a 

bridge failure  
• Block Management program 
• 12 foot bridge deck width 
• 21 inch bridge deck depth 
• Self-weathering steel  
• No middle abutment  
• Transplanted willows around the bridge abutments  
• At grade road reinforced with riprap 
• Small 20 foot bridge verses culverts  
• Easement for the state to access state land from KL Spears property  
• Increased taxes 

 
Travel/Access  

 
• Additional reflectors will be installed at the approach to Highway 43.    
• A new approach permit was applied for and was issued on October 20, 

2008 
• 5 foot clearance during the 100-year storm event 
• 6.8 foot clearance during normal flows   
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Floodplains 
 

• Clear spanning the river from high water mark to high water mark 
• Placing the bridge abutments outside of the ordinary high water marks  
• Constructing a small 20 foot bridge verses a series of culverts over the 

side channel 
• Road built at-grade with riprap reinforcement  
• Floodplain permits from both counties affected by the bridge  

 
Wetlands 
 

• None required per the Nationwide Clean Water ACT 404 permit from the 
Army Corps of Engineers that was issued on July 25, 2008 

 
Water Quality 
 

 The following erosion and sediment control features will be used as necessary 
on site during construction and shall remain in place until final stabilization is 
complete.  Details from the MDOT “Erosion and Sediment Control Best 
Management Practices” for the following controls are provided in Appendix 
B.  
 
• Silt Fences  
• Preservation of Existing Vegetation  
• Temporary Seeding  
• Erosion Seeding  
• Periodic water sampling upstream and downstream of the project location  
• The new bridge over the Big Hole River would be designed in 

coordination with appropriate resources and permitting agencies and a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared and 
followed. 

 
The Preferred Alternative would require field monitoring/oversight to 
minimize temporary impacts to the water quality due to construction.  If 
material exceeding allowable limits did enter the Big Hole River during 
construction, it would be removed in coordination with state and federal water 
quality regulations.   
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Water Bodies, Wildlife Resources, Habitat 
 

The proposed activities will comply with the Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks, the Department of Environmental Quality, and all other state or federal 
regulations for preventing or abatement of erosion, water pollution, and 
siltation. 
   
The following measures will be taken to prevent pollution and sedimentation 
of adjacent property, streams, rivers, wetlands or other surface waters:   
• No chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage, and other wastes 

will be allowed to enter state waters.  
• No mechanical equipment will be operated in any stream or river.   
• No material will be dumped or spilled from the equipment into the 

streams, rivers, or wetlands.   
• No wash water from cleaning any concrete related equipment will be 

allowed to enter the streams, rivers, riparian areas, or wetlands.   
• Sediment controls for drainage from topsoil stockpiles, staging areas and 

access roads will be provided.  
• Streambanks will be reclaimed as close as possible to their pre-disturbed 

conditions.   
• No water flow or fish passage will be restricted during construction.   

 
In general State Standards and the Minimum Development Standards for 
private bridges (17.47.100) from Butte-Silver Bow Supplement No. 4,8-05 
will be followed for bridge construction activities. Butte-Silver Bow County 
Ordinances will be used due to the fact that neither Beaverhead nor Deer 
Lodge Counties have any ordinances in place in regard to private bridge 
construction.  
 
These actions will assist in preventing or reducing many of the direct and 
indirect impacts described. 
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Threatened/Endangered (T/E) Species 
 

The LaMarche Creek Tributary flows through K.L. Spear’s property before 
entering the Big Hole River.  According to MFWP over the past 5 years the 
LaMarche Creek Tributary has had the highest abundance of Arctic Grayling 
for all the Big Hole River tributaries.  The reason being that LaMarche Creek 
is much cooler, has an intact riparian community, good channel health and 
suitable in stream flows.   
 
The previous landowners, in conjunction with MFWP, built wildlife friendly 
fencing to protect riparian vegetation and stream banks from livestock, 
developed a grazing plan and constructed 11 pools along the LaMarche Creek 
Tributary to enhance holding habitat for the Arctic Grayling.  K.L. Spear has 
made generous donations to the Arctic Grayling Recovery Program and has 
been in contact with Jim Magee from the MFWP.  K.L. Spear plans to 
continue the efforts initiated by the previous owners along the LaMarche 
Creek Tributary and along the Big Hole River in accordance with the CCAA.  
These efforts would include:  
• Willow or native species planting on the Big Hole River. 
• Fish screen and appropriate irrigation infrastructure to control flows on the 

lower ditch. 
• Possible enhancement of the wetlands located on the north end of the 

property. 
 
The Canadian Lynx and the Gray Wolf are expected to move to adjacent 
habitats to avoid direct mortality from construction activities.  No direct, 
indirect or cumulative effects on any of the Canadian Lynx or the Grey Wolf 
are expected as a result of this proposed project. 

 
Direct impacts to Ute Ladies Tresses include the removal of plants during 
construction.  Potential indirect impacts may result for the hydrologic 
alterations and the spread or introduction of noxious weeds. Noxious weeds 
and invasive non-native species, particularly spotted knapweed, may be 
present in the vicinity of Ute Ladies Tresses.  If these weedy species were left 
unmanaged (i.e., allowed to spread or increase their densities following 
construction) they may indirectly impact Ute Ladies Tresses through 
crowding, shading, or increased competition, making the habitat unsuitable.  
Impacts to Ute Ladies Tresses from direct removal, altered hydrology, and 
weeds due to the construction will not impact the viability of the species 
regionally, but may reduce the viability of the species locally.  However, the 
Army Corps of Engineers has mapped the occurrences of the Ute Ladies 
Tresses in Montana and has informed Anderson Engineering that it is highly 
unlikely that the Ute Ladies Tresses inhabit the project area. 
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Cultural/Archaeological/Historic Resources 
 

In the event that significant cultural resources are discovered during 
construction all construction activities will be stopped and SHPO will be 
notified.  Construction activities and operations will not continue until further 
inspections/research is completed and reviewed by SHPO.  
 

 
Visual 
 

• Bridge built following the Butte-Silver Bow Bridge Ordinances. 
• Constructed of self-weathering steel that turns brown. 
• Clear spanning the river, no middle abutment.  
• 21 inch deep and 12 foot wide deck with two 40 foot towers.  
• 6.8 foot clearance during average flows, 5 foot during 100-year flows. 
• Willows will be transplanted around the bridge abutments and towers. 
• Any development near the bridge will meet the Big Hole River 

Ordinances and go through the Beaverhead County Planning Department. 
 
 
Construction Impacts 
 

• The use of BMP’s listed in section 3.5 Water Quality and the SWPPP  
• The project’s contractor would be subject to all state and local laws to 

minimize construction noise by having mufflers on all equipment.   
• Dust control would also be implemented by using either water, or another 

approved dust-suppressant.   
• There would be a spill prevention and emergency containment plan made 

to provide for mitigation of any impacts related to spills.   
• All construction debris, refuse, etc. will be removed from the site and 

disposed of in an appropriate location/facility.   
• In general State Standards for limiting construction impacts will be 

followed for bridge and road construction activities. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COMMENT LETTERS 
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4.0 COMMENT LETTERS 
 

4.1 Wayne Hadley-Mad Dog Hunters and Anglers  
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4.2 Tony Schooner-Skyline and Anaconda Sportsmen’s Clubs   
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4.3 Craig Fager-MFWP 
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4.4 Jim Olsen-MFWP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  - 51 -  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  - 52 -  

4.5 Darren Olsen-USFS 
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4.6 Jerry Wells  
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4.7 Jack Jones  
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4.8 Jack Atcheson  
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4.9 Anaconda-Deer Lodge County  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS  
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5.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS 
 
Anderson Engineering’s responses are typed in blue and the comments are italicized.  For 
complete comments please see the previous section.  
 
 

5.1 Response to Wayne Hadley-Mad Dog Hunters and Anglers  
 
 The following is Anderson Engineering’s response to the letter written by Wayne 
 Hadley of Mad Dog Hunters and Anglers in regard to the LaMarche Creek Ranch 
 Bridge Project.  
 

1. “Sufficient set backs on both banks to allow normal high flows to pass without 
injury to the support structure.  Perhaps the 20 or 50 year floodplains would be 
appropriated boundaries.”  The bridge will be built outside of the ordinary low 
water marks and the floodways; however it will be in the floodplains.  The change 
in water surface elevation during the 100-year storm event is 0.07 ft.  The change 
in water surface elevation due the 25-year storm is 0.03 ft. and 50-year storm is 
0.05 ft.  

 
2. “Adequate height so that the structure would pose no barrier to passage by 

wading or floating recreationists at the highest reasonably anticipated flows.”  
The bridge deck is designed to be 5 feet above the water surface during the 100-
year storm event.  However recreationists will most likely not be floating the Big 
Hole River during the 100-year storm event.  The 10-year flow would more 
accurately represent a flow during which recreationists would be floating and the 
clearance between the bottom of the bridge deck and the water surface would be 
6.8 ft.   

 
3. “Some binding agreement to insure that in the case of bridge failure the 

applicants would be responsible for the immediate removal of debris to protect 
public safety.”  A binding agreement can be drafted to insure that in the case of a 
bridge failure the applicant will be responsible for the immediate removal of 
debris, along with the agreement that the bridge may be used by the public for a 
short time in the event of a nearby bridge failing.  The applicant has the resources 
to remove such debris in a timely manner.    
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4. “Construction in such a manner as to present the least obtrusive appearance on 

the viewscape.”  The bridge is proposed to be 12 ft. wide, which is half the width 
of the recommended bridge width in the Butte-Silver Bow Bridge Standards.  The 
bridge will be built with self-weathering steel which turns brown as shown in the 
picture below of a similar bridge built by Sahale Bridge and Anderson 
Engineering.   The bridge does not propose any piers in the waterway, which 
could provide an obstacle for fish and/or recreationists. The Bridge deck is 
approximately 21inches thick which forms a thin profile and the rails are cables 
with timber top rails.  The bridge location was carefully chosen to reduce the 
length as much as reasonably possible.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Similar Bridge over the Big Hole River  
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5.2 Response to Tony Schooner-Skyline and Anaconda Sportsmen’s Club  

 
 The following is Anderson Engineering’s response to the letter written by Tony 
 Schooner of Skyline and Anaconda Sportsmen’s Club in regard to the LaMarche 
 Creek Ranch Bridge Project.  
 

1. “A precedent is being authorized while long time landowners along the river have 
been accessing their properties without bridges.”  Many of the landowners along 
the river have access to the other side by county/state bridges or by existing roads.  
Only two other land owners, the Kampenschroer’s downstream and the Bacon 
Ray Ranch upstream, have properties with similar situations.  However, a 
precedent is not being set as no two circumstances are exactly the same. 

 
2.  “The proposed bridge crosses public lands and public waters.”  The proposed 

bridge will be constructed outside of the ordinary low water marks on private 
property.  No improvements will be necessary in the river or public lands. 

 
3. “Destroys the aesthetic values of our public lands and water for all recreational 

users, floaters, fisherman and hunters.”  The bridge is proposed to be 12 ft. wide, 
which is half the width of the recommended bridge width in the Butte-Silver Bow 
Bridge Standards, and is elevated to allow uninterrupted passage underneath the 
bridge, even during periods of high flows.  The bridge will be built with          
self-weathering steel which turns brown. The bridge does not propose any piers in 
the waterway, which could provide an obstacle for fish and/or recreationists.  The 
bottom of the bridge deck during average flows is approximately 6.8 feet above 
the water surface.  Our hope is that the design considerations given to the visual 
impacts could be used as an example for others along the Big Hole River.  Also 
part of the agricultural plan is to work out a Block Management plan.  

 
4. “Roads will appear in an area which in the past offers public wildlife a safe 

habitat and escape cover.”  The property owner has a right to access to his 
property.  The other options are to build a road through private, USFS, and State 
lands to access the property from the south or east.  The proposed bridge and road 
minimize wildlife disturbance. 

 
5. “The public will be shortchanged because of the eyesore and recreational 

opportunities will be decreased.”  Addressed in comment three.  
 

6. “Conservation easements are paid for with public tax dollars and in this case-no 
significant benefits for the public will happen.” In the United States, a 
conservation easement is an easement — a transfer of usage rights — which 
creates a legally enforceable land preservation agreement between a landowner 
and a municipality or a qualified land protection organization (often called a "land 
trust"), for the purposes of conservation. It restricts real estate development, 
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commercial and industrial uses, and certain other activities on a property to a 
mutually agreed upon level. (Wikipedia)  

 
7. “There is no monitoring of conservation easements where habitat protection and 

public benefits are listed as a top priority.” The restrictions, once set in place, 
"run with the land" and are binding on all future landowners (in other words, the 
restrictions are perpetual). The restrictions are spelled out in a legal document that 
is recorded in the local land records and the easement becomes a part of the chain 
of title for the property. The primary purpose of a conservation easement is to 
protect agricultural land, timber resources, and/or other valuable natural resources 
such as wildlife habitat, clean water, clean air, or scenic open space by separating 
the right to subdivide and build on the property from the other rights of 
ownership. (Wikipedia) The foundation that assumes responsibility of the 
easement hires a consultant to verify that the landowner is following the easement 
regulations on a regular basis.  

 
8. “The private parties involved will be the sole beneficiaries of public lands 

surrounding their isolated parcel.” The decision to place a conservation easement 
on a property is strictly a voluntary one where the easement is sold or donated. 
The landowner who gives up these "development rights" continues to privately 
own and manage the land and may receive significant state and federal tax 
advantages for having donated the conservation easement. Perhaps more 
importantly, the landowner has contributed to the public good by preserving the 
conservation values associated with their land for future generations. In accepting 
the conservation easement, the easement holder has a responsibility to monitor 
future uses of the land to ensure compliance with the terms of the easement and to 
enforce the terms if a violation occurs.(Wikipedia) In addition to the potential 
easement, a block management plan will be incorporated into the agricultural 
plan.  More information on conservation easements/land trusts can be found at the 
land trust alliance webpage www.lta.org . 

 
9. “Unfortunately big money creates power and influence over our public agencies 

in this particular type of decision litigation (lengthy) usually deters sound 
reasoning.”  Numerous state and local government agencies are involved in the 
permitting process all of which are bound by law to remain objective and work 
through the process in a timely manner.   

 
10. “I’m enclosing a copy of the Butte-Silver Bow bridge policy which outlines some 

of the very important concerns that our groups are trying to express.”   
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17.47.100 Minimum Development Standards for private bridges 

(Butte-Silver Bow Supp. No. 4,8-05) 
 

A. Minimum Location Standards: 
 

1. The proposed private bridge shall support existing agricultural operations.  
The proposed bridge shall not have a negative effect on agricultural water 
users and water user facilities:  The proposed bridge will not interfere with 
existing agricultural operations in the area. The private property that the 
bridge will be located on is currently involved in agricultural operations, 
which the bridge will increase.  Any other nearby agricultural lands will 
continue to be fully operational before, during, and after construction of 
the bridge.  The bridge will not have an effect on the agricultural water use 
in the area.  The bridge will provide access and opportunity for timber 
thinning and improved fire access.  

 
2. The proposed private bridge shall not have an adverse effect on local 

services such as roads, public water systems, public sanitary and storm 
systems: The proposed bridge will be located on private property.  The 
property does not have public water systems, sanitary or storm water 
sewer systems therefore the bridge will not have an effect or impact any 
local services.  The existing approach to the property will be expanded and 
a new approach permit will be applied for.   

 
3. The proposed bridge shall not have an adverse effect on the natural 

environment.  This includes not having a negative impact on the riparian 
and aquatic ecosystems.  The bridge shall not be located within three 
hundred feet of known fish spawning grounds:  The bridge abutments will 
be placed out of the ordinary high water marks to avoid affecting any 
aquatic ecosystems.  Disturbed river bank areas will be revegetated and 
stabilized.  The proposed bridge is approximately half a mile downstream 
from the LaMarche Creek Tributary, which is a possible fish spawning 
ground.   

 
4. The proposed private bridge shall not have an adverse effect on wildlife 

and wildlife habitat.  This includes not placing the bridge within three 
hundred feet of wildlife migration corridors, feeding and breeding areas or 
watering holes: The proposed bridge is not within three hundred feet of 
any known wildlife migration corridors, feeding and breeding areas, or 
watering holes.  
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5. The proposed bridge shall not have an adverse effect on public health and 
safety: The proposed bridge will be designed by a professional engineer 
according to HS20 loadings.  No effects on public health are anticipated.  
The proposed bridge will be elevated to allow recreational rafts to safely 
pass underneath.  

 
6. The applicant shall provide easements for public utilities over the bridge 

and within all required access easements to the bridge from a public 
right(s)-of-way: Easements will be provided if necessary.  

 
7. The applicant shall provide legal and physical access to the bridge from an 

existing public right-of-way.  Legal and physical access to the bridge will 
be provided from Highway 43. 

 
8. At no time will the bridge be allowed to be located on a dynamic section 

of the waterway or streambanks: The proposed bridge will not be located 
on a dynamic section of the Big Hole River.  

 
a. The bridge shall be located on a section of the waterway where 

the streambanks are currently armored and/or stable.  Installing 
or making improvements to stabilize the waterway and 
streambanks for the proposed bridge’s abutments shall not be 
allowed: The river banks at the proposed location for the bridge 
are stabilized with natural vegetation such as willows, Lodgepole 
pine trees and Douglas fir trees.  

 
b. The proposed bridge location must demonstrate a minimum of 

fifty continuous years of substantial stability of the water channel 
and streambanks:  Historical photo research shows that the river 
has not migrated in the last 50 years in the proposed bridge 
location.  The Flood Inundation Potential Mapping and Channel 
Migration Zone Delineation Big Hole River, Montana also states 
that “there is no measurable migration over the last 50 years, 
such as in the canyon above Divide.” 
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9. The applicant shall file at the Butte-Silver Bow city-county clerk and 
recorder’s office an access easement allowing the following uses of the 
bridge:  The following access easements will be filed at the Beaverhead 
County and Anaconda-Deer Lodge County Clerk and Recorder’s office 
not the Butte-Silver Bow City-County Clerk and Recorder. 

 
a. That the proposed bridge be open for emergency service (fire, 

law enforcement, ambulance, search and rescue, etc.) access to 
both sides of the waterway: Access will be granted. 

 
b. That the proposed bridge and private road accessing the property 

and bridge from the public right(s)-of-way shall be open for 
emergency public access (ingress or egress in the case of fire, 
flood, earthquake, injury, etc.) over or into the waterway (e.g., 
emergency evacuation or access.  The applicant shall provide a 
mechanism at the entrances(s) to the private road that will allow 
access for emergency service personnel and the public, and: 
Gates will be accessible to emergency personnel.   

 
c. That the proposed bridge and any private road extending from 

either side of the bridge can be used by the public temporarily 
(up to one hundred eighty consecutive days) if the nearest public 
bridge were to fail and/or alternative access is closed: Access 
will be allowed temporarily if a nearby bridge were to fail.  

 
10. The proposed bridge location shall not be located within six hundred feet 

of an existing residence on an adjacent property not owned by the 
applicant: K.L. Spear owns all the land within 600 feet of the bridge in all 
directions. 
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B. Minimum Design Standards 
 

1. The proposed bridge shall free-span the river, and all structural supports 
shall be located outside of the channel and banks of the waterway: The 
proposed bridge free-spans the river with a cable stayed bridge and the 
abutments are outside of the ordinary low water marks on both sides of the 
river.  

 
2. The proposed bridge shall meet the width and design load standards 

described within the Butte-Silver Bow city-county subdivision regulations, 
Section 10(F): The subdivision regulations require the bridge to be 
designed for H-15 loading, however this bridge will exceed the standard 
and be designed for HS-20 loading.  To minimize the footprint the 
minimum 24 width requirement will not be met.  The proposed bridge is 
for private and administrative access, not for subdivision access, and will 
be 12 feet in width.  

 
3. The proposed bridge must have a minimum clearance of five feet between 

the lowest point of the bottom of the bridge and the highest elevation of 
the river during the one hundred-year flood to allow for safe passage under 
the bridge at all times: The water surface elevation during the one 
hundred-year flood is 5821.45 ft. and the proposed bridge deck bottom 
cord elevation is 5826.5 ft.  

 
4. The bridge must be colored brown or green in color: The proposed bridge 

will be constructed of self-weathering steel which turns brown. 
 
5. The bridge must be non-illuminated:  The bridge will not be illuminated.  
 



  - 69 -  

C. Miscellaneous Standards  
 

1. The area disturbed by the construction of the bridge shall be limited to 
fifteen feet from the outer most point of the bridge abutments, excluding 
the access road area.  All natural vegetation above and below the proposed 
bridge construction area shall not be disturbed and shall be maintained in 
its natural condition.  In addition, the applicant will be required to plant 
two two-inch caliper or larger trees (native species to the area) near each 
entrance to the bridge.  The maintenance of the trees shall be included 
with in the operations and maintenance plan: The proposed bridge 
construction will comply with the above standard and trees and willows 
will be planted.  

 
2. The applicant shall agree in writing to comply with the Rural District 101-

Growth Policy standards for all future development on the property that 
contains the bridge:  Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties do 
not have a rural district 101 growth policy.  

 
3. Temporary construction bridges shall not be allowed.  All bridge 

construction shall be conducted from stable positions above the high water 
mark:  No temporary bridge shall be constructed; materials will be 
transported to the other side of the river via helicopter and/or tramlines.   

   
4. The applicant shall submit a weed plan to the Butte-Silver Bow city-

county weed supervisor for review and approval prior to beginning 
construction of the bridge.  The weed management plan shall include the 
following: Weed plans shall be submitted to Beaverhead and Anaconda 
Deer-Lodge Counties prior to beginning construction on the proposed 
bridge. 

a. A reclamation plan for all disturbed areas around the bridge and 
for all areas along the access road(s) to the bridge: A reclamation 
plan will be provided.  

 
b. A bond to secure the completion of the weed management plan.  

A bond will be provided, if required by Beaverhead and/or 
Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties.  
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5.3 Response to Craig Fager-MFWP 
 
 The following is Anderson Engineering’s response to the letter written by Craig 
 Fager of Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks in regard to the LaMarche Creek 
 Ranch Bridge Project.  
 

1. “The proposed bridge provides no public access benefit, making the project a 
much larger social issue….” A block management plan is going to be included in 
the agricultural plan to benefit the local hunting community. 
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5.4 Response to Jim Olsen-MFWP 
 
 The following is Anderson Engineering’s response to the letter written by Jim 
 Olsen of Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks in regard to the LaMarche Creek 
 Ranch Bridge Project.     
 

1. “While the bridge does span the high water mark, there is still, in my opinion, 
significant risk of substantially altering the hydrology of the river at this location, 
which may cause impacts to the fisheries habitat and potentially increased 
erosion.” The hydrology of the river will not be affected; however the hydraulics 
of the river will be minimally affected by the proposed bridge.  The change in 
river water velocity and elevation was calculated using HEC-RAS modeling 
software.  The maximum change in water surface elevation on the main river 
channel is 0.07 ft. and the maximum change in water velocity is 0.07 ft/s during 
the 100-year storm event.  A maximum change in water surface elevation of 0.5 
ft. is permitted by both counties floodplain regulations (Chapter V.B.2). The 
change in water surface elevation due to the construction of a bridge over the Big 
Hole River is just over a tenth of the allowable amount. These changes occur 
during the 100-year storm and will be less during normal conditions.  The 
proposed bridge location is stable and has not migrated or eroded noticeably in 
the last fifty years as shown in the following aerial photos.  

 

 
1955 
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2006 

 
 

2. “My main concern is with the potential of ice jams at the location and the impacts 
ice jams may have as a result of blocking significant portions of the floodplain 
with road fill and bridge abutments where flood and ice flows would likely move 
through.” The ice jam effect was modeled using HEC-RAS at the bridge location. 
The profile windows on the next page, produced by HEC-RAS, show the ice jam 
event before and after the construction of the bridge, respectively. Real time data 
from the USGS website was used to model the flows.  The gage site at Melrose, 
Montana has been monitored since the winter of 1923 and the website provides a 
table with the monthly flow rates from then until now.  Assuming the “winter” 
months are October thru April the highest recorded flow value is 3515 cfs in April 
of 1943.  This value was used to model the ice jamming event even though 
Melrose is downstream of the proposed bridge location and has noticeably higher 
flows, to provide a conservative analysis.  The ice jam occurs naturally with or 
with out the bridge due to a change in grade of the river bed. The ice and water 
will still be able to move over the remaining floodplain since the road will be built 
at-grade and allow water and ice to move over it during flooding and/or ice jam 
events.   
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3. “I also do not feel that the EA provided enough information to eliminate 

Alternatives A and D.” Alternatives A and D proposed approximately 8 and 10 
mile roads that would disturb pristine wildlife habitat as well as effect the habitats 
of the Fringed Myotis, Northern Goshawk and the Great Gray Owl, all of which 
are listed as sensitive species by the BLM and the USFS.  Not only would these 
species be affected during construction of a road, but also after due to the large 
amount of trees that would need to be removed.   Alternatives A and D would also 
introduce significant human traffic into an area that has been previously 
inaccessible to humans as this would become a public road up until the private 
property line.  A portion of these roads would follow existing logging roads and 
existing trails, which would need to be significantly improved.  The use of the 
existing roads and trails are currently restricted by the USFS for erosion control, 
fall wildlife security, summer elk range and conflicts of use. These alternatives 
would also not provide year round access due to the large amount of snowfall in 
the winter months.  In addition the USFS has said that they would not support 
building a road through USFS land to access private property.  Due to the effects 
mentioned above and in the body of this EA these two alternatives were 
eliminated from consideration early in the evaluation process.  

 
4. “However, the EA does not define “footprint.” The footprint for Alternatives A 

and D is a 30 ft. wide area along the length of roadway.  Alternatives A and D 
proposed 18 ft. wide roads across steep terrain that would at a minimum effect     
6 ft. of land to either side of the road.  

 
5. “While my duty as a Fisheries Biologist is to review the project based upon its 

potential impacts to the river, its habitat and fisheries, I also feel it is appropriate 
to represent the recreationists who frequent the Big Hole River for fishing and 
other forms of recreation. .… Because of the size, location and extent of the 
bridge, I feel this bridge will take away from the natural beauty of the river and 
will reduce the quality of experience for recreational users of the river.”  Personal 
opinions aside; the bridge is proposed to be 12 ft. wide, which is half the width of 
the recommended bridge width in the Butte-Silver Bow Bridge Standards, and is 
elevated to allow uninterrupted passage underneath the bridge, even during 
periods of high flows.  The bridge will be built with self-weathering steel which 
turns brown. The bridge does not propose any piers in the waterway, which could 
provide an obstacle for fish and/or recreationists.  The bridge location and 
construction materials were carefully chosen to reduce the length and visual 
impacts as much as reasonably possible.   
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5.5 Response to Darren Olsen-USFS 
 

 Anderson Engineering agrees with the US Forest service that building a road 
 across US Forest Service lands is not the best means of access.  
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5.6 Response to Jerry Wells  
 

 The following is Anderson Engineering’s response to the letter written by Jerry 
 Wells in regard to the LaMarche Creek Ranch Project.  
 

1. “The first thing that I noticed was that this document was not called a “Draft” 
EA but rather an EA.  I am no expert on the Montana Policy Act (MEPA) but my 
experience would lead me to believe that an EA written for a government action, 
which in this case would be a lease to the applicant by the Montana Department 
of Natural Resources and Conservation (MDNRC) under their ownership of the 
bottom of the streambed would be released as a draft for public comment.”  
Anderson Engineering is following the processes outlined in the Joint Application 
for Proposed Work in Montana’s Streams, Wetlands, Floodplains and, other 
Water Bodies.  This joint application encompasses the 310 Permits, Floodplain 
Permits, Section 404 Permit, and the Navigable Rivers Land Use License or 
Easement.  Anderson Engineering provided an EA as part of the DNRC 
application to cross state lands.    

 
2. “The second thing I noticed was that there was no mention of public scoping to 

determine the issues involved with the proposal.  This also seems to be outside of 
the typical MEPA process for Montana government actions, particularly those 
likely to be controversial.  This is particularly true for actions that may impact the 
Big Hole River, a wild trout river of international renown.  A public scoping 
process for actions such as are proposed should be extensive and take the 
necessary time to identify issues that need to be addressed.” Anderson 
Engineering has volunteered to help with the MEPA process by writing the EA, 
however the DNRC is overseeing the work.  If further public meetings are 
necessary the DNRC will make that determination.  The DNRC makes the final 
decision on whether or not further scoping is necessary.    

 
3. “The third thing that I noticed was that there was no mention of a public comment 

process in the EA or of a comment period to provide comments.  I called the 
engineering firm and they told me that public comments were being taken until 
June 16, although I don’t know how people were supposed to know that.”  Tim 
Egan with the DNRC sent out a scoping letter which addressed the comment 
period, however comments are welcome at any time.  In addition, the State may 
determine that further public scoping is needed.   
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4. “In terms of issues related to the proposal, I would first like to address what 

appear to be significant issues with the location and construction of the proposed 
bridges.  This area of the river is prone to significant ice formation and movement 
in cold winters.  I was the MFWP fisheries biologist for the Big Hole River in the 
winter of 1978-79 and recall major ice jams in the vicinity.  During these events, 
channel constrictions such as bridge abutments cause ice to back up and water 
and ice to move laterally.”  The ice jam event was modeled using HEC-RAS at 
the bridge location. Real time data from the USGS website was used to model the 
flows.  The gage site at Melrose, Montana has been monitored since the winter of 
1923 and the website provides a table with the monthly flow rates from then until 
now.  Assuming the “winter” months are October thru April the highest recorded 
flow value is 3515 cfs in April of 1943.  The bridge has a small effect on the ice 
jam on the left bank and a minimal effect on the right bank; however the bridge 
deck is sufficiently elevated to allow for effortless movement of the ice 
underneath.   

 
5. “The smaller concrete bridge is listed as only 20 feet long but it is my 

understanding that there will also be a significant amount of filling of the 
floodplain necessary to reach the bridge.  This floodplain filling will exacerbate 
icing problems in cold winters by reducing the channel width for ice related 
flows.  It could also reduce the river capacity to handle high flows in spring 
runoff period.”  The ice and water will still be able to move over the remaining 
floodplain as the road will be built outside of the channel at-grade and will allow 
water and ice to move over it during flooding and/or ice jam events. 

 
6. “The EA has hardly a word about visual impacts associated with this proposal. 

This is a serious deficiency.  To the thousands of recreationists that experience 
the Big Hole River every year either from a watercraft, from the highway or on 
foot, the view shed is a significant part of their experience.  The impact of the 
proposed bridges to the quality of the river experience is significant and cannot 
be mitigated by painting them natural colors as proposed in the EA.”  The bridge 
is proposed to be 12ft wide, which is half the width of the recommended bridge 
width in the Butte-Silver Bow Bridge Standards, and is elevated to allow 
uninterrupted passage underneath the bridge, even during periods of high flows.  
The bridge will be built with approximately a 21’’ deck and self-weathering steel 
which turns brown.   The bridge does not propose any piers in the waterway, 
which could provide an obstacle for fish and/or recreationists.  The bridge 
location was carefully chosen to reduce the length as much as reasonably 
possible.   
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5.7 Response to Jack Jones  
 

 Anderson Engineering is attempting to provide responses to all comments 
 received in association with the LaMarche Creek Ranch Bridge Project.  However 
 Anderson Engineering can only respond to technical design questions, not 
 personal opinion.  The comments received by Anderson Engineering from Jack 
 Jones are primarily personal opinion and difficult to respond to.  The following is 
 Anderson Engineering’s response to the letter written by Jack Jones in regard to 
 the LaMarche Creek Ranch Bridge Project.   
 

1. “The Bighole River is a nationally famous blue ribbon wild trout stream.”  Our 
client K.L. Spear realizes that the Big Hole River is an important landmark to 
Montana and this is the reason he is willing do work and bridge design above and 
beyond what is required by the regulatory agencies to maintain the aesthetic value 
of the river. 

 
2. “The area is being subject to real estate and overdevelopment now.”  The client 

is aware of these problems and this is why K.L. Spear is going through the pains 
he is to do it “the right way.”  

 
3. “Water is in short supply and many issues have surfaced on the management of 

the Bighole ecosystem.”  No diversion of water is proposed by this project.   
 
4. “The public streambed gives us leverage to deny screwing up the Bighole River.  

We have the Montana Stream Access Law as well.”  Under the Montana Stream 
Access Law, the public may use rivers and streams for recreational purposes up to 
the ordinary high-water mark. Although the law gives recreationists the right to 
use rivers and streams for water-related recreation, it does not allow them to enter 
posted lands bordering those streams or to cross private lands to gain access to 
streams (MFWP).  However, a wildlife and agricultural plan will be completed 
which includes a Block Management program.   
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5.8 Response to Jack Atcheson  
 
 The following is Anderson Engineering’s response to the letter written by Jack 
 Atcheson in regard to the LaMarche Creek Ranch Project.  
 

1. “See Ravalli Co vs. OSL and M.S. Court Decisions.”  Not enough information is 
provided in the letter for Anderson Engineering to address this comment.   

 
1. “Federal Law is Supreme see Taylor 1934 Grazing Act (TG) and Unlawful Enc 

Act 1988.” The Taylor Grazing Act is a United States federal law enacted in 1934 
that regulates grazing on federal public land. The act was named for Edward T. 
Taylor, a congressman from Colorado. The Secretary of the Interior has the 
authority to handle all of the regulations, and he became responsible for 
establishing grazing districts. Before these districts are created there must be a 
hearing held by the state. These can be vacant, unappropriated, and unreserved 
land from public lands, all except for Alaska, national forests, parks, monuments, 
Indian reservations, railroad grant lands, and revested Coos Bay Wagon Road 
grant lands. Surrounding land owners may be granted right of passage over these 
districts. Permits are given for grazing privileges in the districts. Also permits can 
be given to build fences, reservoirs, and other improvements. The permittees are 
required to pay a fee, and the permit cannot exceed ten years but is renewable. 
Permits can be revoked due to severe drought or other natural disasters that 
deplete grazing lands. The Grazing Service, established in the 1930's within the 
Department of the Interior to administer the Taylor Grazing Act was merged with 
the General Land Office in 1946 to form the Bureau of Land Management 
(Wikipedia).  No grazing in public lands is proposed by this project.  The 
proposed bridge would connect two large parcels of private land not public lands.  
Anderson Engineering was unable to find any information regarding an 
“Unlawful Enclosure Act from 1988,” however, there was a court case concerned 
with the 1934 Grazing act and an enclosure on public land in 1988.  The Supreme 
Court of the United State found that it is unlawful to enclose public land with a 
fence even if there is a grazing permit issued to a private individual.  No fencing 
of public lands is proposed by this project. 

 
2. “If you allow one, then why not another, then another! It is not a public benefit.” 

Only two other land owners, the Kampenschroer’s downstream and the Bacon 
Ray Ranch upstream, have properties with similar situations.  However, no two 
situations are exactly the same.  The proposed bridge would eliminate fording of 
the river and provide administrative access to public lands.  A block management 
plan would also be included in the overall agricultural plan, which would benefit 
local hunters.  

 
3. “Or how about flying into isolated sections of public state land.”  Constructing a 

landing strip anywhere on the south side of the Big Hole River, whether on 
private or public land, would disturb more land and wildlife than the proposed 
bridge would.   
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4. “How about building a cable or bridge over private land to reach other public 

land, or a ladder at section corners.”  Building a road and bridge at Sportsman 
Park Campground through state land and connecting to K.L. Spears property was 
previously analyzed by Anderson Engineering.  This alternative was not 
mentioned in the EA for numerous reasons.  This location along the river is not as 
straight as the proposed bridge location and would be more likely to erode the 
banks.  There are more wetlands in this area that would be affected by 
construction of both the road and the bridge.  The bridge would be visible for a 
greater distance than at the proposed location and larger easements across state 
lands would be necessary.   
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5.9 Response to Anaconda-Deer Lodge County  
 

The following is Anderson Engineering’s response to the October 21, 2008 letter 
written by Anaconda-Deer Lodge County  in regard to the LaMarche Creek 
Ranch Project.  
 
The Big Hole River Conservation and Development Permit is a result of a four 
county review process that included: Butte-Silver Bow, Madison, Beaverhead and 
Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties. This development permit takes jurisdiction over 
all of the property within 500 feet of the ordinary high water mark of the Big Hole 
River.  All four counties have separately adopted this development permit 
process.   
 
The proposed LaMarche Creek Ranch Bridge would free span the Big Hole River 
and the bridge abutments would be placed outside of the ordinary high water 
marks on both banks.  The Big Hole River is also the dividing line between 
Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties.  The ordinances adopted by 
Beaverhead and Anaconda-Deer Lodge Counties are nearly identical.  However 
Anaconda-Deer Lodge County omitted some critical definitions in their 
ordinance, specifically the definition of a structure.  Beaverhead County’s 
ordinance defines a structure as: “A building with a roof.  Does not include 
irrigation structures, fences, etc.” 
 
Beaverhead County has informed Anderson Engineering, Inc. that this Big Hole 
River Conservation and Development Permit does not apply to the building of a 
bridge.  Anaconda-Deer Lodge County has, on the other hand, informed Anderson 
Engineering, Inc. that this permit does apply to a bridge on their side of the Big 
Hole River and that the bridge must comply with the 150 foot setback from the 
ordinary high water mark. 
 
Complying with this set back would increase the length of the bridge from 220 
feet to 374 feet; figures 1 and 2 show computer renderings of the two bridges 
respectively.  The number of cables needed to hold the bridge would increase and 
the towers for the bridge would also increase in height from 40 feet to 100 feet.   
  
The permit application specifically mentions septic and wastewater treatment 
which implies that the permit is intended for home sites.  Anaconda-Deer Lodge 
County’s application of this ordinance will require further clarification and 
Anderson Engineering, Inc. is in the process of working with Anaconda-Deer 
Lodge County to resolve this issue.   
 
The Department of Natural Resources Conservation will not grant an easement 
until all pertinent permits have been approved or conditionally approved.   



  - 82 -  

 
Figure 1: 220 foot Cable Stayed Bridge 

 
 

 
Figure 2: 374 foot Cable Stayed Bridge 
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5.10 New Comments 
 

The DNRC is requesting comments under the Montana Environmental Policy Act 
regarding the easement across the Big Hole River.  Comments will be considered 
if received by January 1, 2009 and may be sent to: 
 
Tim Egan  
DNRC 
730 N. Montana St 
Dillon, MT 59725 
Or e-mail Tim at tegan@mt.gov  
 
If you have further questions you may call him at 406-683-6305. 
 
Anderson Engineering is also accepting comments regarding the project in its 
entirety and can be sent to: 
 
Bill Anderson 
Anderson Engineering, Inc. 
2417 W. Main St. Suite 1A  
Bozeman, MT 59718 
Or e-mail Bill at bill@andersonmontana.com  
 
If you have further questions you may call Bill at 406-585-1484.  
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Appendix A 
 

Beaverhead 310 Permit 
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Anaconda-Deer Lodge 310 Permit 
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Nationwide 404 Permit 
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MDOT Approach Permit 
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Beaverhead Floodplain Permit 
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Appendix B 
 

Silt Fence 
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Preservation of Existing Vegetation  
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Temporary Seeding  
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Erosion Seeding  
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